
UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION 4 

ATLANTA FEDERAL CENTER 
61 FORSYTH STREET 

ATLANTA, GEORGIA 30303-8960 

Ms. Jennifer Harris, P.E. 
North Carolina Turnpike Authority 
North Carolina Department of Transportation 
5400 Glenwood Avenue, Suite 400 
Raleigh, North Carolina 276 12 

SUBJECT: Gaston East-West Connector, 1-85 to 1-485 and NC 160, Gaston and 
Mecltleiiburg Counties, Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS); 
TIP No.: U-3321; FHW-E40827-NC; CEQ No.: 201 1001 1 

Dear Ms. Harris: 

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Region 4 NEPA Program 
Office has reviewed the subject document for in accordance with Section 309 of tlie 
Clean Air Act and Section 102(C) of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). 
The North Carolina Tunlpilte Authority (NCTA) and the Federal liigliway Administration 
(FHWA) are proposing to construct an approximate 22-mile, multi-lane, median-divided 
toll facility from 1-85 west of Gastonia to I-485/NC 160 in Gaston and Mecl<lenburg 
Counties, Nortli Carolina. 

EPA provided detailed comments on the Draft Environn~ental Impact Statement 
(DEIS) on July 17, 2009. EPA rated the twelve (12) detailed study alternatives (DSAs) 
as "EO-2", Environmental Objections with additional information being recl~iested in the 
final document. Subsequent to this letter, EPA staff has continued with \vorlt with tlie 
transportation agencies and other NEPA/Section 404 Merger process agencies on 
environmental issues. including air quality and transportation confomiity, avoidance and 
minimization iiicasures to jurisdictional waters of the U.S., and conceptual mitigation 
plans. 

NCTA and FHWA provided responses to EPA's DEIS comment letter in Volume 
2 of the FEIS, pages B1-39 to B1-63. NCTA and FHWA provided a Conceptual 
Mitigation Plan by reference to a project webpage and a general siunniary of the plan in 
tlie FEIS. EPA's detailed technical comments on the FEIS and the referenced reports are 
included il l  Attachment 'A' (See attached). 

EPA recognizes that additional avoidance and mini~nization measures are 
currently being proposed by the transportation agencies. However, the initial preliminary 
designs were atypical for inost new location, multi-lane, median-divided highway 
projects in Nortli Carolina that resulted in much greater DEIS impacts to jurisdictional 
waters of the Clnited States than other similarly scoped projects. Furthenuore, EPA 
understands that Lhe transportation agencies are now proposing to phase the project and 
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change the typical section. The section in western Gaston County fro111 1-85 to US 32 1 or 
approxin~ately half the project length will be initially constructed as a two-lane facility. 
Although many of the DEIS comments were addressed, EPA has remaining 
environn~ental concerns regarding direct impacts to jurisdictional streams and wetlands 
including 303(d) listed impaired waters, indirect and cumulative impacts to jurisdictiollal 
resources, potential Eilvironmental Justice impacts to minority and low-iilco~ne 
populations, long-term iinpacts from Mobile Source Air Toxics to nearby neighborhoods 
and com~ni~nities, impacts to Voluntary Agricultural Districts, and impacts to terrestrial 
forests and wildlife habitat. EPA also maintains its concerns regarding tlie ability of the 
transportation agencies to provide reasonable and functionally equivalent mitigation for 
water resources impacts within the project study area. 

To address these remaining issues, EPA recommends that the transportation 
agencies provide additional information to tlie review agencies and the pitblic prior to the 
issuance of a Record of Decision (ROD). The supplemental infornlation should further 
address the key issues in the attachment, including compensatory nlitigation to direct 
impacts to jurisdictional streams and wetlands including 303(d) listed impaired waters, 
potential e~~\,irontnei~tal enhancements to address indirect and cumulative impacts to 
jurisdictiollal resources, potential Environmental Justice impacts to minority and low- 
income populations and provide for a thorough analysis, and long-tern1 impacts fi-om 
Mobile Source Air Toxics to nearby neighborhoods and communities and a site-specific 
quantitative analysis. The supplen~ental information might also include specific project 
commitii~eiits concerning impacts to Voluntary Agricultural Districts and opportunities 
for safe wildlife passage to minimize fragmentation effects from the new multi-lane 
facility. 

Sliould you have any questions concerning these comments or reco~ii~i~et~dations, 
please contact hlr. Christopher Militscher of my staff at 919-856-4206. 

Heinz J. Mueller, Chief 
NEPA Program Office 

Cc: G. Conti, NCDOT 
J.  Sullivan, FHWA 
S. Mclendon, USACE 
C. Sullins, NCDWC 



Attachment A 
FEIS Detailed Review Comments 

Gaston East-West Connector Toll Facility 
Mecklenburg and Gaston Counties 

U-3321 

General Colu~uents to the FEIS 

Chapter 1 of the FEIS includes the Draft EIS Summary and Updates, froin pages 
1 - 1  to 1-55, Based ~ ~ p o i i  EPA's review, there is no mention of the petition signed by 
niore than 7,000 citizens opposed to the project in this summary chapter. One of the main 
purposes of preparing an Environmental Impact Statement is to potentially address public 
controversy. Considering this petition and the hundreds of written responses following 
the public hearings, the NCTA and FHWA have chosen not to fully address the 
controversial issues identified during the NEPA process. The excl~~sion ol'specifically 
addressing tliis citizens' petition and other letters of opposition in the summary chapter of 
the FEIS appears to be inconsistent with other large scope toll projects curreiitly being 
advanced by tlie transportation agencies (e.g., Raleigh Southern Outer Loop or Triangle 
Southeast Extension Connector and the "Red Alternative" and the To\vn of Garner). 

Chapter 3, Section 3.3, includes more information regarding the comments from 
the general public. In addition to the approxiinate 7,000-person petition, NCTA and 
FHWA also received 275 signatures s~~binitted by the Harrison family opposed to the 
project and 109 signatures submitted by Barbara Hart opposed to one segment of the 
project. Of tlie other 15 public comment letters received, 14 are opposed to the project 
and one is 'neutral'. 

Tlic generalized concerns expressed by the public and other agencies are included 
on pages 3-5 Lo 3- 10. EPA does not believe that the generalized responses that NCTA 
provided to most of these key concerns from the public help to address tlie controversial 
issues associated with tliis proposed toll project. 

As a general co~~lrneilt regarding the format of the DEIS and ilow the FEIS, EPA 
strongly encourages cousistency. FHWA and NCDOT have produced dozens of EISs in 
the last ten years. Based upon the professional judgment of the principle NEPA reviewer, 
most all of tlieni are very readable and information is easy to locate within the standard 
format specified in the CEQ regulations. NCTA and FHWA have developed their 
specific format that is less readable and more difficult to find iiifori~~ation. For example, 
under Farmland impacts Section 1.3.2.3, the discussion does not spec1 fical ly identify 
what tlie direct i~npacts to agricultural lands are from the Preferred Alternative, DSA 9. 
Furtliermorc, the comments coiicerning land use plans: "....which cleslglrrrle soi~therr~ 
Gllstorl C O ~ I I ~ ~ I '  11s i l l 1  L I I . ~ L I  tl~lrgeted for nzore suburban developnie~~t" and [lie "area 
surround~~lg /lie proposetl PI-oject is slated for suburban developlnellt" appear to be 



provided as a ratioiializatioii for sprawl and justification for impacting fw-~iilaiids, 
including designated Voluntary Agricultural District (VAD) properties. These 
projections (lo not appear to be consistent with the finding and future develop~nent trends 
identified In tlic lndirect and Cumulative Effects section. All NCDOT EISs reviewed by 
EPA in tlie last ten years or more contain a summary table of l e y  inipacts at tlie end of 
Chapter 1 .  Tlie Gaston East-West Connector FEIS does not contain a suiiimary table but 
gives much greater narrative discussions that often reiterate what was already addressed 
iii the DEIS or frequently refer the reader back to the DEIS. Direct impacts to key human 
and natural resource impacts for DSA 9 need to be gleaned from numerous pages of 
written text I I I  the FEIS. See also http://ceq.liss.doe.gov/nepa/re~s/ccq/l500.lit1ii#1500.4 . 

Tlie TC'I'A IS  now part of the IVCDOT which utilizes the NEPAiScctioii 404 
Merger process. From EPA's understanding, NCTA has been requested by both FHWA 
and tlie USACE to utilize the Merger process for turnpike projects. Tlie NCTA, with the 
exception of tlie Gaston East-West Con~iector, utilizes the 'Section 6002 TEAC' process 
for its proposed tuinpilce projects. NCDOT and other participating agencies refer to 
~nteragency cool.dination meetings as 'Merger concurrence meetings'. Tlie FEIS 011 page 
1-42 under Terrestrial Wildlife refers to a 'TEAC meeting' held on Aprll 8, 2008. 
Similarly, llic FEIS on page 1-35 refers to 'TEAC meetings' conducted on February 5 ,  
March 4, and again April 8, 2008. From EPA's understanding thesc wers Merger team 
meetings. EPA is unaware of a TEAC plan that was provided by NCTA for this 
NEPA/Section 404 Merger project. More importantly, the tentative coiiiiiiit~nent with 
NCWRC, USFWS and EPA for providing wildlife passages to address habitat 
fragmentahon issues during final design is not included on Table PC- 1 ,  Specla1 Project 
Commitments. Tlie cost of additional wildlife passages can be substa~itial. Tlie comment 
on page 1-43 co~icerning the NCTA commitment for bridge design to be 'wildlife 
fiiendly', wlieri rcasible, is left technically undefined. 

FElS Responsss 10 EPA DEIS Comments 

Comnicnt #2: Regardiiig EPA's past concurrences during the NEPA/Section 404 
Merger process, EPA refers NCTA and FHWA to the 2005 Memorandum of 
Understanding (MOU) under Applicability, Section B and Concept of Co~ici~rrence. EPA 
is both a regi~latory or resource agency depending upon the specific statute. Prior to tlie 
issuance of tlie DElS, the regulatory issues associated with the revocation of the N.C. 
State hiiplcmentation Plan (SIP) were generally unknown to NCTA, FHWA and the EPA 
Merger project team member. Regarding Clean Water Act requirements and tlie 
substaiitial impacts to jurisdictions waters of the U.S., EPA requested infor~natioii on a 
co~icept~~al  mi~igation plan prior to the issuance of the DEIS. Tlie DEIS did not contain a 
conceptual mitigation plan for the unavoidable impacts to jurisdictional streams and 
wetlands, incli~ding potentially 48,995 linear feet of streams. Miles of these impacted 
streaiiis were inclilded 011 the Section 303(d) list of impaired waters. 

EPA \)el  eves that there is a significant difference between thc Merger team 
process anci tlie Section 6002 'TEAC process'. The Merger teain process includes a 
defined MOU. distinct agency roles and responsibilities, a dispute resolu[lon and 



elevation process, a glossary of terms and environmental statutes, and very detailed steps 
and milestones to reach concurrence points. More importantly, the Merger process was 
developed as a collaborative, problem-solving team process with the pcl-mitting and 
participating agencies. The Section 6002 TEAC process is primarily based on the 
coordinatio~i plan and tlie concept of agencies 'raising objections' within 30 days of a 
NCTA proposal. This difference is evident for the Gaston East-West Connector project 
as most of the meetings were not truly conducted and held as typical Merger concurrence 
point meetings but as Section 6002 TEAC meetings. Under the Section 6002 TEAC 
process, written concurrence from other agencies except the USACE for the selection of 
the LEDPA is not recluested nor required. 

A11 cxa~iiplc of [lie difference is evidenced by the changed nature of the proposed 
project. l'his ~ i c \ \ ~  toll facilily was initially advanced in 2001 by the NCDOT as a 
freeway i~ndei.  he Merger process. In 2005, i t  was then promoted as a candidate toll 
facility. However, i t  was still being described as a multi-lane, Strategic Highway 
Corridor (SHC) 'freeway' meant to divert traffic off of Interstate 85 and to facilitate trucl< 
traffic fromlto tlie Charlotte Douglas Airport. Following the iss~~ailce oflhe DEIS, the 
transportation agencies are now describing this regional connector 'freeu,ay' in the FEIS 
as a phased project with approximately half of the length build as t ~ v o  lancs with right of 
way for possibly more lanes in the future. EPA refers the transpol-tation agencies to page 
2 of the MOU (Concept of concurrence: Examples qf a reevaluatior~ or1 cor~cllr-rence 
r~zight inclrlde CI c11rlr~~e it1 the c~ssumptions on which the proiect purpose rrr~d r~eecl' ~ v n s  
based). The need to construct a multi-lane freeway facility west of US 32 1 to 1-85 is a 
potential change to the original assuinptions on the purpose and necd for the project. 
EPA was no1 contacted by NCTA or FHWA between the DEIS and FElS for a discussion 
as to whether a reevaluation of concurrence was potentially needed by proposing to build 
just two lancs initially for approxiniately half the project length. 

Regarcling Responses to EPA's coniments on the DEIS, some ofthe NCTA and 
FHWA responses inclitded from pages B 1-46 to B 1-63 are not f~tlly I-csl,o~isive or defer 
to the DElS in101-mation. The responses to EPA's comments #27, # 28 mcl #29 011 

Mobile So~trce Air Toxics (MSATs) are not considered by EPA to bc fi~lly responsive. 
NCTA and FH WA con t in~~e  to rely on interim guidance and updated inlerim guidance. 
The statement 011 page B1-58, "Monitoring ofMSAT enzissions rernnins problerllntic for 
federnllyfirr~cled highway projects, and FHWA has only ngreecl to ~ ~ o r ~ i t o r i r ~ g  in a very 
linziterl  MY^' 011 pr1st pr~ojects", does not disclose the technical rationale for monitoring 011 
past selectcd ~pro.jccls. The MSAT information contained in Appendix D does provide a 
f~~r ther  rationale ~+lliy FHWA does not conduct quantitative MSAT analyses. The closing 
statement in this appendix states: "Consequently, the reszllts of szlch ~rsscssrrlerits cvo~llrl 
not be zrsejl;l to c1ecisio11-r~lcllcers, who would need to weigh this irf01~117a/iori clgairrst 
project ber~c=fits, s z~c l~  ns reducing traffic congestion, accident rates, nrzdfrrtnlities plzls 
irnproverl clccess for. enwr.,oency response, that are better szlitecl for qz~crr~titative nrlniysis." 
The project's purpose and need does not include documentation of problems with 
accident ralcs, safcty, or tlie need for improved access for emergency response on 
existing I-S:;i 01. ~)arallel routes between Gastonia and Charlotte. Furthermore, based upon 
the Travel Demand Model for the design year, the level of service (LOS) is actually 



worse on 1-35 \vitli the proposed Gaston East-West Connector than u,ithout. Building 
21.9 mile, neus multi-lane facility will not provide the 'benefits' identified in this 
statement. Considering tlie location of this project and its rural aiid s ~ i b ~ ~ r b a n  setting, and 
that overall air q ~ ~ a l i t y  is already coinpromised from ozone and 2.5 microns of particulate 
matter (PM2.5), EPA's request to perform a more robust analysis oTMSATs, especially 
with respect to near roadway sensitive receptors, is not inconsistent \vitli current FHWA 
interim guidance. 

FEIS Environmental Commitments 

Undel- Spccial Project Cominitments ("Green Sheets"), EPA cloes 11ot ~~nderstand 
Tte~ns 1 , 5 ,  2nd 7, incl udiiig Coinini~nity Resources and Services (sliari ng i nfoniialion 
will1 Regioiial public schools), Community Safety (bridge over the Catawba River aiid 
f~iture design acconimodations for pedestrianlbicycle) , and Famllaiitl (NCTA will work 
with Gasto11 C o ~ ~ n t y  regarding p ~ ~ b l i c  hearings related to land condemnalion proceedings 
against the VAD parcels prior to right of way acquisition). The environniental 
coininitnient made to FWS, NCWRC and EPA concerning adequate wildlire passage 
where there is substantial habitat fragmentation is not included in 'Table PC-I. There is 
110 rel'erencc ro an environnieiital commitment to continue to work will1 impacted 
Eiivironnie~~tal .I~istice neighborhoods and communities. There is 110 rel'c~.cnce to continue 
coordination efSorts with the EEP and perniitting agencies to obtain acceplable 
compensatory mitigation for direct impacts to jurisdictional streams and \vetlands. Item 
#18, Water Reso~~rces,  developing a soil erosion and sedimentation plan and worltiiig 
with peniii~~ilig agencies on BMPs does not include an specific en\lironmenlal 
commitments. 

Direct Impacts to Streams and Wetlands 

EPA cont in~~es to have environmental concerns for the rnag~iitudc of impacts to 
jurisdiction~rl streams and wetlands resulting from the preferred alte~nativc (and Least 
Environmental l y Damaging Preferred Alternative - LEDPA). EPA's rcpl-cscntative to 
tlie Merger real11 abstained from concurrence on the LEDPA. Recognizing tlie efforts to 
provide design ~,efineinents to the Preferred Alternative DSA 9, the direct impacts to 
jurisdictional strcams for a 21.9-mile facility are one of the highest i11 the past ten years 
of the NEPA/Sectio~i 404 Merger process. DSA 9 currently includes 30,416 linear feet of 
total impact to streams (approximately 6.9 miles), 7.02 acres of impact to wetlands, 4.5 
acres oE iml~acts to ponds, and 91 individual stream crossings. 

Thc IZEIS states on page 1-43 that EPA also participates in the pel-~nitting process 
concerning waters of tlie U.S. and jurisdictional issues. Under Section 404(h)(l) of the 
Clean Water Act, tlie U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service also directly participates in the 
pennitting process thro~~gli  its direct authorities under tlie Fish and \Vi ldli Tc Coordination 
Act of 1934. The NEPAlSection 404 Merger 01 Guidance manual iricl~~dcs a glossary of 
laws reiarecl to [lie process that could be helpful to the NCTA aiid FI-I WA in identifying 
tlie agencics that haire a participating role in the permitting processes (See also 
http:l;'\\,ater.cp~, qo\~.!la~vsre~s/g~~idancelwetlands/sec404.cfni. 



EPA recognizes tliat avoidance and minimization measures M crc addressed by 
NCTA and FI-1 M'.4 dui-ing Merger Concurrence Point 4A. Even ~ l i l l i  a\,oidance and 
minimizalion measures accepted by the Merger team agencies, the 36,4 1 6 lincar feet of 
total stream impact is tlie single largest project impact since the inception of the 
NEPAISectioli 404 Merger process. For this reason and tlie general lack of mitigation 
opportunities in [lie watersheds around Charlotte for Piedmont streams, EPA staff began 
requesting a Conceptual Mitigation Plan several years before the issua~icc of the DEIS. 

Conceptnal \/I itigation Plan 

Tlic U('1'.4's Conceptual Mitigation Plan dated J ~ u i e  29, 20 10, \A as included as a 
referencecl document iii the FEIS. A generalized summary is included in Section 2.5.4.4 
and page 1-13 ol'tlie FEIS. Sections 1.0 to 6.0 contain bacl<ground int'ormation and the 
general inforniation that was presented at the multi-agency meeting on Marcli 16, 201 0. 
Appendix A of tlie reporl includes impacts to jurisdictioiial resources a i d  Appendix C 
provides a project atlas for potential on-site, adjacent and nearby m i t i y t ~ o n  
opportunit~cs. 

Bascd i111on the assessment provided in the report, EPA concurs thal tlie three (3) 
, . 

potential ~ i i ~ t ~ g a t i o n  sites (Sites 1, 2 and 3) comprising seven (7) parcels are viable 
opportunities for compensatory mitigation. EPA also generally concurs that there is 
potential opl~ortunity for soliie stream mitigation credit at tlie exisling Bea\ierdani Creek 
mitigation site \vliicli is located in Mecklenburg County southwest of tlic Siltitre 
interchange connection at 1-485. However, of the 14.0 Wetland Mitigation Units 
( WMUs) and 58,066 Stream Mi tigation Units (SMUs) of perennial slreams, 4,039 SMUs 
for intemiitrcnt important streams and 1,672 SMUs for intermitten1 i~nimportant streams 
required for DSA 9, a majority of the impacts are located in southern Gasto11 C o ~ ~ n t y  and 
Catawba 0 1 ( H  I1C 030501 01). All of the Environmental Enliancemcnt Program (EEP) 
assets slio\\ 11 in Exhibit I ,  Page 8 of the report with the exception oftlie Beaverdam 
Creel< mitigation site are located substantially far from the Catawba 0 I anci in ollier 
counties. According to NCDWQ representatives, these EEP assets may also be 
functionally difl'erent kinds of streams than those being impacted in tlie project study 
area. Basctl i ~ p o ~ i  EPA's estimation, some ofthese EEP asset sites are localed more than 
forty (40) miles fro111 tlie project study area. 

Regarding tlie potential storm water control locations and opportunities for 
mitigalion credits, EPA does not concur tliat these locations and possible activities shown 
in Table 8, pagc 20 of tlie report sliould be for direct Section 404 mitigation credits. Due 
to the existing degraded conditions of several main water courses in tlie project study 
area, including Abel-natliy Creel<, Crowder's Creel< and Catawba Crcek (pcr tlie Final 
2006 303(d) list). and the projected Indirect and Cumulative Effects (ICE) from 
developme~it ~.csulling fi-om the project, these protective measures li-on1 increased 
storniwate~. sliould be investigated and made regardless of potential niiti~ation crcdits. Of 
tlie 6 BMP bi~cs listed on page 20 of the report, no existing stormwalcr controls are 
present at t \ \o  of (lie sites (i.e., #1 and #6). Regarding BMP site #3, E P A  cannot identify 



fi-om tlie descl-iption provided what the existing stonnwater control is. l'lie stormwater 
flow off the roof and parking lot is directed into an outflow pipe along tlic property line 
ending at a headwater stl-earn. Mitigation credit (SMUs) for stonnwatcl- controls and 
BMPS sl io~~ld be considered as additional protective measures and en\,i~-onmental 
eiiliaiiceiiie~lts 1 0  prevent f~~rthei- degradation to impaired waters being directly and 
indirectly al'l'ecicd by tlie proposed project. As stated in the March 10, 20 10, meeting 
minutes, i i  is NCTA and FHWA policy not to mitigate for indirect and cumulative effects 
from their proposed projects. EPA believes that these stormwater initiatives and BMPs 
should be instituted as enhancements under Section 401 requirements. 

O f ~ l i e  -43 sites  here there is potential on-site, adjacent and nearb) mitigation 
oppoi - tun~t~~s  ~n~lucicd 111 Appendix C of the report, only three (3) stream sites liave been 
~dentified '15 Ii,iving potential for more than preservatioil credits (i.e., Restoration 
potential). El'A prcfers restoration and enhancement activities to strict  preservation for 
compensatory mitigatioii credit. Preservation (43 out of 43 identified si tcs) of these 
stream sites could very possibly end up being a 'patchwork' of mitiga~ion sites that do 
little to protect or cnhance the watershed's overall quality. 

M'i111 tlic exception of the Beaverdam Creek mitigation site and  the 3 on-site 
mit~gation ol,po~.tun~ties pre\ iously identified (Docltery, Harrison, and 17alls properties 
SIIOWII in  T'ible 5 ,  page 13), EPA does not concur with the report concli~sions that there 
has been adccluately ideiltificd conlpensatory mitigation for jurisdictional impacts to 
streams. EPA \$,111 continue to address this outstanding issue of tlie lac]\ ol'adecluate 
compensatory m~tigation of tlie project's impacts through the USACE's Sect1011 404 
permitting process. 

Direct Impacts LO tlic Human Environment 

T11c 1'1.e krrcd Alternative DSA 9 includes 344 residential relocalions. 3 S 
businesses, 1 liu-m, and 3 non-profit facilities. The proposed Monl-oc Bypass/Connector 
toll facilit), located on tlie other side of Charlotte which is also approx~niaiely 20 miles in 
length with nulnel.ous interchanges has 107 residential relocations. Thc Gaston East- 
West Con~lccto~- has a magnitude (3 times) or more residential relocatio~is than a similarly 
designed toll facility. Table 1-3 of the FEIS indicates that 25 neighborhoods and rural 
con~n~u~ii t ics  \ \ , i l l  be ~mpacted by DSA 9. 

Rcgardi~ig Envil.onmental Justice issues, EPA's comments on the DElS remain 
ilnaddressccl ill ~ h c  FEIS. EPA considers that tlie constri~ction o f a  toll I'acility in areas 
where t11c1-e arc many block groups characterized as minority and low-income is a 
potential en\,ironmental justice issue that could be expected to liave a disproportionately 
high and adverse impact. The FEIS did not provide further analysis to this issue but 
defers to its comnlcnts and determination in Section 3.2.5 ofthe DEIS, l'lle cliscussion 
included in illis sec~ion of the DEIS was and remains inadequate for tlie pllrposes of 
identif)liiig or ill1an1ifying tlie actual direct impacts of the new toll road to minority 01- 

low-incomc ~mpul;~tions. 



TabIc 3-7 oftlie DEIS is titled "General Environniental Justice E\;alilation for 
Toll Facility". ?'his table contains n~ost ly  unsupported opinions and lacl<s a cluantifiable 
analysis. l'lic comment tliat, ''ill1 co1~~11zuters, inclzddirzg low-inconle C ~ I I ~ I I I ~ I ~ C I S ,  1~1:01r/d 
11uve [he ol~lio~r to 1 1 s ~  GI /ion-toll nlternntive route, such as 1-85", is contrasy to the 
claimed 'benel?rs' tliat tlie public will obtain as a result o f the  new, i~ncongested route to 
Cliarlotte. f;'~~l.~Iicr statements in this section of  the DEIS are also based i~lmn opinions and 
not fact1131 i l i l t i ~  ;111d analysis (e.g., Page 3-27; Neighborhoods ill t l ~ c  P/.ojecl Strrd~l Aren 
c o ~ ~ l d  collli~i~r sj~ecial g1'01ips, pnrticulnrly low-income alirl ~lzinoritj~l~oj~l~lrllio~ls; and, 
All DSAs 1i~or11d nlso clirect!~) 11zobile home pcrrks, whicli could represclll lo\~,-i/lco/~le 
populrltiolls). Ol'tlie 344 residential relocations for DSA 9, Table 3-2 intlicales tliat 97 
are minorities. Ol'tlie 344 residential relocations for DSA 9, Table 7-7 indicates as many 
as 88 Iiouseliolds arc below the poverty level and represent 'low-incomc'. Tlie evaluation 
of this dala \\.it11 rcspect to tlie project study area, the Coiti~ty or other clelincd popi~latioli 
areas is no[ ~iiaclc in a comparative fashion. The 'raw demographic data' provided i l l  

these tables is ~ io t  explored or f i~lly discussed in Section 3.2.5 i~iider E~ivironme~ital 
Justice. Tlie FEIS (or DEIS) did not iilclude the potential thresholds lor cletermining if 
the impacts \\:ere disproportionately high compared to area demograpliic data. EPA notes 
tlie responsc on page B 1-59 of the FEIS concerning 21% of tlie Denioyrapliic Study Area 
being com131-isecl of minorities and that DSA 9 has 28% of the 344 residential reloca~ions. 
There is no sl~ccilic reference to low-income populatioil relocations in this I-esponse and 
how cornbilled \\/it11 minority populatioils this compares to demographic s t i~dy data. 

Of  tlic 245 noise impacted receptors identified in Table 4.4 for D M  9, there is no 
discussion as to IIO\V liiany of these impacted receptors are minority or lo\\.-income. 
Highway noise is also potentially a direct impact to low-income and m~llol.it!' 
populations 

EPA continues to maintain its concerns for the lack of a comprclicnsive, 
objective, atid cletailed Envil-onmental Justice analysis for the proposed 131-oject. EPA 
requests tliat ;I ~i iore comprelie~isive and detailed Environmental Justice analysis bc 
perfonned usiiig updated U.S. Census data for the proposed project a n d  that i t  be 
included in rlle sulllllemental iilforniation. 

Other Proicct Direct Impacts and ICE 

EPA conti~iues lo liave enviroi~inental concenls regarding the impacts to 
farmlands incli~cling 146 acres of coilversion from active agricultural lands and 1,084 
acres of prinlc ;I I ICI  important fannland soils (Table 1-5 of the FEIS). E1'.4 is concenied 
about the loss o I '  terrestrial forests (882 acres) and other greenspacc (68 1 acres). 

EPA contini~es to liave elivironmental concerns regarding ICl',. Table 1-8 oftlie 
FEIS includcs ~ l i c  summary of poteiltial for ICE by county. For DSA 9, 1 lie potential for 
accelerated g o \ \  111 and other indirect effects as a result of the project are c1ia1-acterized by 
NCTA and l ' k l  \VI\ 11s "Iiigli". Tlle proposed Gaston East-West Connectol- 1s cspected to 
increase s111-a\\ I In the project stitdy area and beyond, incl~tding parls of Yorlc County. 



S.C. (Page 1-39). EPA recluests a copy o f the  ICE Quantitative Analysis I-eport when it  
beconies available. 


